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Claims 1 and 4 respectively claim a method and an apparatus for 
manufacturing a plasma display panel by vapor deposition. Both claims currently 
stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of Admitted Prior Art and Homme ( 
U.S. Patent No. 6,919,596). The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claims 1 and 4 each require at least three protrusions extending to a height 
above the substrate. Neither the Admitted Prior Art nor Homme disclose this 
feature. 

Appellant's claim 4 recites: 

...a plurality of first frames for holding a plurality of substrates said 
plurality of first frames being provided with a protrusion [protrusion A] between 
them which extends ... to a height above the substrate greater than a height 
of the substrate 

a plurality of second frames protrusions [protrusions B and C] 

situated between each of the second frames and the plurality of first frames the 
protrusions also extending above the substrates .... 

(Emphasis and bracketed commentary added). 

Page 3 of the Office Action states that the background art teaches an 
apparatus having "a plurality of first frames 2 ... [having] a protrusion between them 
which extends from below a bottom surface of the substrates 3 along a bottom 
surface of the substrate without being superimposed over the top surface of the 
substrate" and "a plurality of second frames having an opening 4, the protrusion 
between the substrate and the opening so that the substrate 3 is on one side of the 
protrusion and the opening 4 is on the other side of the protrusion ..." 

The Examiner concedes that the background art does not teach that the 
protrusions extend to a height above the substrates greater than the height of the 
substrate. According to the Examiner, this limitation is supplied by Homme in 
Figures 7 and 8. Referring to Figures 7 and 8, Page 4 of the Office Action recites 
that "Homme teach[es] an apparatus/method for deposition comprising a substrate 
holder ... for deposition on a substrate 1, the substrate holder being configured with 
a frame having a protrusion, the protrusion extending [to a height above the 
substrate]. (Emphasis added). 

These references do not render the invention of claim 4 obvious. Claim 4 
requires "a plurality of first frames ... provided with a protrusion between them 



which extends ... to a height above the substrate greater than a height of the 
substrate" and "a plurality of second frames protrusions situated between each of 
the second frames and the plurality of first frames the protrusions also extending 
above the substrates ..." As claimed, a substrate holder having the minimum 
number of two first frames would result in a sectional view of the substrate holder 
displaying three protrusions that extend to a height above the substrate. In other 
words, two protrusions (i.e., protrusions B and C) extend above the substrates at 
either end between the first and second frames, while another protrusion (i.e., 
protrusion A) extends above and between the two substrates held by the first 
frames. A sectional view consistent with this configuration is provided by Figure 
3(b) of the instant application, with Element 5 representing the locations of the 
claimed minimum of three protrusions. 

By contrast, Homme teaches an apparatus for holding a single substrate. A 
sectional view of the single substrate holder disclosed by Homme reveals only two 
protrusions that extend to a height above the substrate. In other words, Homme 
discloses protrusions extending above the substrate at either end (i.e., protrusions B 
and C), but fails to disclose a third protrusion located between a plurality of 
substrates (i.e., protrusion A). Because claim 4 of the instant application requires 
at least three protrusions extending to a height above the substrate, Homme 
cannot, in combination with the Admitted Prior Art, render claim 4 obvious. 

Claim 1, while not identical to claim 4, is patentable over the background art 
and Homme for substantially similar reasons. Claims 2, 3, and 5-9 are patentable 
by virtue of their dependency upon claims 1 and 4. 

Accordingly, Appellants respectfully submit that the application is in condition 
for allowance. 
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